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A comparison of GTA training. ..

Running head: A COMPARISON OF GTA TRAINING...

Abstract

This paper presents the results of a survey assessing the state-of-the-art of
Graduate Teaching Assistart ‘raining . Respondents were department
chairs/heads from 270 nonspeech and 69 speech departments that routinely
hire GTAs to teach courges. Results indicate that speech departments are
leading the way in the proportion of departments that train but not in the

breadth or scope of that training.
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A compasison of GTA lraining...

Why Johnny (and Joanny) CAN Teach Speech Communication: A
Comparison ot Graduate Teaching Assistant Tralning in Speech and
Nonspeach Departments in the United States

Across all disciplines, Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTAs or TAs)
account for an impressive percentage of the instruction in undergraduate
education in this country. According to Nyquist and Wulff (1987), faculty
associated with the Center for Instructional Develooment and Research at the
University of Washington, by "1980, TAs were responsible for a portion of the
instruction in 33% of the 100-200 level courses and for aimost 25% of the
instruction in all undergraduate courses at the University of Washington® (p.
144). Furthermore, the figures at the University of Washington were somewhat
smaller than those at eight “peer institutions™!, where 53.5% of the instruction
of introductory courses was in the hands of GTAs in 1983 (p. 144).

Obviously, GTAs are not utilized in every institution. Howevgr, in
institutions granting graduate degrees, the use of GTAs is a typical way of
staffing or aiding in basic courses. Kenneth Eble (1987), a professor of English
at the University of Utah, in his 1986 address to the first interdisciplinary
national conference on teaching assistants, stated that a *higher education
system growing from about three million students at the beginning of the
1960s to 12 million in the 1980s obviously needed large numbers of TAs" (p. 8).
Further, he claimed that an historical review of *“TAing" showed that "after
World War |I, teaching assistants were the major way of supporting graduate
students and teaching basic undergraduate courses” (p. 8). Perhaps one of the
most impressive support items for the claim that TAs are pervasive in higher
education and, therefore, of major concern to educators committed to quality
education, is the simple existence of the national conference on teaching
assistants. The need for such a conference was validated through the
administration of a needs-assessment survey of graduate schaol deans, college
deans, department chairs, faculty, and TAs. Three hundred fifteen participants
representing 117 U.S. universities and two Canadian institutions participated
in the conterence. As stated in the readings from the conference, the "national
TA conference and its volume of readings indicate a widespread recognition of
the importance of the TA role in United States universities and of the work
that remains to be done" (p. vii). |

As would be expected, some departments rely more heavily 0.1 GTA
‘eaching than do others. According to Sally Taylor (1987), Director of
Compasition at Brigham Young University, GTAs at this institution teach "over
75% of [the] English compasition classes each semester” (p. 230). The -
importance of GTAS for the teaching of English is further substantiated by the
many articles written about GTA training in that field (see, for example,
Hellstrom, 1984; Hennessy, 1986; Lehr, 1983; Spooner & O'Donnell, 1987; -
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A comparison ol GTA training...

Tirrell, 1985). As a whole, chemistry also appears to be quite dependent on
GTA teaching. In an article describing an innovative model for training GTAs,
McCurdy and Brooks(1979) indicated that chemistry departmente *in many
colleges and universities depend heavily on graduato teaching assistants (TAs)
to handle a large percentage of the instruction and interaction with students.
TAs generally are expected to handle all laboratory instruction. Many TAs are
also responsible for recitation sections” (p. 233). In her survey of the 97
(combined) largest departments of chemistry, education, and psychology,
Stokely (1987) reported that over 90% of the education and psychology
departments and 100% of the chemistry departments in her sample employed
doctoral teaching assistants. Similarly, several other departments appear
quite frequently in the literature on GTA training, evaluation, and supervision;
‘oreign languages, sociology, biology, mathematics, physics, and speech
communication (see, for example, Henderson, 1985, LeBlanc, 1987, Parrett,
1987; Russo, 1982; Trank, 1986).

Of special interest to this analysis is the fact that speech communication
seems to be one of thosa departments that relies heavily on the use of GTAS in
introductory courses. Literature in the field seems to suppont that idea.

In the most recent SCA-sponsored analysis of the basic course, Gibsun,
Hanna and Huddleston (1985) made a number of important observations about
the role of the basic course in the speech communication department and the
role of GTAs in that basic course. According to that study,
“respondents...indicated that the basic course plays a significant role in their
student credit hour generation. In 35% of reporting schools, the basic course
accounied for over 40% of the department's total credit hours. Additionally,
45% of the schools responding indicated that the basic course yielded from 11
to 40% of their departmantal credit hours® (p. 283). These percentages become
especially relevant when considered in the light of who is actually doing the
teaching. According to the Gibson et al. (1985) survey, 18% of the teachers in
the basic course were graduate assistants. Anothe: 30% were instructors, who
are frequently people who have cumpleted a Master's degree or credits toward a
Ph.D. but who do not hold the terminal degree (p. 289). Consequently, this group
is comprised of former graduate assistants in many cases.

In addition to the prevalence of GTAs in the field of speech
communication, it appears that GTAs are employed in significant ways in those
departments. In a 1979 survey of GTAs in speech communication,

* Kautman-Everett and Back'und (1981) found that 46.6% of the 343 GTAs

surveyed had sole responsibility for their own courses and an additional 39.4%

had primary responsibility for their courses “while utilizing departmental

course plans, syllabi, exams, and other materials® (p. 49). In all, 86% of the

GTAs surveyed taught autonomous sections of speech communication courses.
The research cited thus far shows a clear picture of the use of GTAs in

undergraduate instruction: GTAs are used extensively throughout the nation,
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A comparison of GTA training. .

and the field of speech communication appears to be one of the disciplines
using GTAs in positions of primary responsibility for instruction in their
sections. The importance of the use of GTAs leads directly to a concern over
the training they receive for their positions. As Jackson (1985) stated, in
“order for the institution, the GTA, and students to gain maximum benefit from
the teaching assistantship the institution must insure that every GTA is
prepared for his or her instructional assignment. Without the necessary
training and support even the most dedicated GTAs will fail to perform their
instructional duties to the greatest benefit of all concerned® (p. 288).

A closer look at the training provided for GTAS in the country overell and
in speech cornmunication in pai:icular should piovide educators with useful
information concerning the needs v. a training program for GTAs. Specifically,
a review of what the literature in this area reveals about what GTAS need in
order to do an effective teaching job as well as what the literature reports
that the GTAs are currently receiving in their training should provide valuable
information about the state-of-the-art of GTA training. This information, in
turn, will allow speech educators and others to evaluate their own training
orograms and make necessary changes. Without information about possible
innovations elsewhere in academe, speech communication wili continue doing
"more of the same" without any yardstick by which to measure our successes
and/or failures.

What do GTAs need?

A number of recent articles provided theoretical arguments for what
should and should not be included in a GTA training program (see, for example,
J. D. W. Andrews, 1985; P. H. Andrews, 1983; Bailey, 1987; Davis, 1987; DeBoer,
1979; DiDonato, 1983; Jaros, 1987; Jossem, 1987; McGaghie & Mathis, 1977:
Minkel, 1987; Rivers, 1983; Smith, 1972; Staton-Spicer & Nyquist, 1979; Stice,
1984; Wankat & Qreovicz, 1984). Other articles examined theoretical issues
related to teaching and learning that can be applied to GTA training
(Buckenmeyer, 1972; Daly & Korinek, 1980; Davey & Marion, 1987; Eble, 1981:
Etvin & Muyskens, 1982; Feezel, 1974; Fraher, 1984; Franck & Samaniego, 1981;
Lashbrock & Wheeless, 1978; Lynn, 1977; Newcombe & Allen, 1974: Scott &
Wheeless, 1977, VanKleeck & Daly, 1982). Still others examined the
relationship between GTA training and various outcome variables, such as
student performance, observed teaching behavior, TA attitudes, and so on
(Carroll, 1980; Sharp, 1981). Few articles addressed GTA concerns regarding
their training and attempted to answer the question "what do GTAs nged?" Only
four articles were found that have dealt specifically with this area since 1970.

In their article, "What the TA Needs, as Determined fiom TA Requests,"
Jones and Liu (1980) provided a list of fourteen possible aids and asked
experienced chemistry TAs at the University of lllinois at Chicago Circle to
indicate which would be desirable for their teaching. These fourteen aids fell
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into three general categories: 1) clarification of studsnt behavioral objectives
(file of pre-lab videotapes, file of old quizzes, file of old exams and file of
current lecture notes); 2) assistance in improving teaching skills (videotape of
quiz or lab section and audiotape of quiz or lab section); and 3) access to
resources (TA Center, instructional videotapes for quiz, list of educational
materials available, instruction in the use of office equipment, grade books,
calculators, typewriter, desk space in departmental office and ditto machine

for TA use). Most-requested of the three categories were items in category 1,
with 89% of the TAs in the sample requesting those items. Category 3 followzd
with 66% and 42% of the TAs requested items in category 2.

Diamond and Gray (1987) surveyed GTAs at eight major research
institutions in the United States in 1986. Of the 4400 surveys distributed in
those eight schools, 1400 were returned for a response rate of 32%. Sixty
percent or more of the GTAs in the sample listed the following areas as being
part of their responsibility and, consequently, as being potential areas for
training: grading, preparing tests, leading class discussions, conducting review
sessions, and lecturing.

Ervin and Muyskens (1982) surveyed 303 subjects involved with foreign
language teaching from four universities. Questionnaires were sent to three
groups of people: TAs who had training but who had not taught, TAs who were
teaching, and facuilty. Each group was asked to respond to questions concerning
priorities for teacher training using a Likert-type scale for response
categories. In addition, follow-up interviews were conducted with 14 TAs
from two universities to gather more in-depth responses to teaching issues.
Their findings suggested that inexparienced and experienced TAs differ with
regard to some general training priorities. For example, inexperienced TAs
tended to iocus on the need to gain experience in organizing and teaching their
classes while the experienced TAs focused on learning about specific methods
to use in thy classroom. Several areas received high ratings by both groups:
learning practical teaching methods and techniques, making the class
interesting, making the best use of class time, and inspiring/motivating
students.

Finally, in speech communication, many similar skills are apparently
needed. In their comprehensive survey of GTA training in speech
communication, Kaufman-Everett and Backiund (1981) collected information
about GTA needs and the state o/ GTA training in speech communication in
1979. They concluded from their data that, "over four-fifths of the teaching
assistants fulfill two of the most important duties of a college instructor:
presenting the course content and evaluating student performance” (p. 49).
Clearly, training in both presentational skills and in evaluation and critiquing
is critical for GTAs in speech communication.

The previous examples from the literature give some insight into the
broad scope of content and skills researchers to date have posited as being
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A comparison of GTA training...

needed to be an effective GTA. These diverse elements are echoed concisely by
Rubin and Feezel. In their article titled "Elements of Teacher Co.nmunication
Competence,” Rubin and Feezel (1986) argued that the following are necessary
componsnts for effective teaching (pp. 255-256):

1. Knowledge (of the curriculum, of the student, of the
classroom and school setting, of the roles required in
teaching, and of appropriate and effective communication
strategies);

2. Motivation to use communication appropriately and
eftectively,

3. Skills to communicate appropriately and effectively (e.g., to
manage relationships with students, to speak clearly and
congisely, to lead end interact in groups, and to listen well).

Overall, 4 review of the literature provides many varying perceptions of
what is needed to be an effective GTA, from the mechanics of keeping an
organized gradebook to the ethics involved in managing relationships with
students to the communication skills necessary for classroom interaction.

Two commonalities come through clearly: much is expected of a GTAand a
parson in this role needs to be skillful in many areas. Further, as stated by
Jackson (1985), "the graduate student enters the classroom as an instructor
knowing that his or her teaching assignment is a temporary duty which has
been provided in order to supply financial support for his or her graduate
study....No long term reputation as a teacher is at stake for the GTA and the
performance pressure felt by this individual comes from his or her own course
work and research” (p. 289). '

The combination of the vast breadith of content and skills needed to be an
effective GTA and the low priority this assignment may have for many GTAs
leads to the assumption that an effective training program would have to be
comprehensive and made important to the GTA through evaluation and/or the
time devoted to this process. To check this expectation, it is necessary to
examine what the research shows that GTA training Srograms are providing.

What are they ge’ting?

According to Larry L. Loshar, Director of Instructional Improvement at the
University of California at Los Angeles (1987), GTA training programs can be
classified into six models: 1) thoso that focus on the functional aspects of
course administration (a.g., location of photocopy facilities, times and rooms in
which sections meet); 2) those that focus on some standardized syllabus and
ways to make sure that all students in the GTA-taught courses are ready for
the same exams at the same times; 3) those that focus on the mechanics or
simple methods of teaching (how to use a videotape machine, how to generate
class participation, questioning techniques); 4) those that examine a single
problem (how to maintain safety in a laboratory section, how to critique a
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speech); 5) those that are tied to a specific content area (how to teach
delivery, how to help students memarize the names of the bones in the body);
and 6) those that "consider the nature of communication, how students learn,
Bloom’s taxonomy, what the tests you write reveal about your concept of
knowledge, and so on*® (p. 107). Naturally, some of these differences are tied to
whether the program is University-wide or department-based and it should be
possible for some training programs to incorporate more than one model, given
a sufficiently-long time frame for training.

In what may have been the first comprehensive review of the literature on
GTA training, Clark and McLean (1979) examined elements of GTA training
programs during the 1970s. In all, 21 articles were compared to reveal
consistencies in their approach to training. Nearly all programs reviewed
discussed teaching techniques (e.g., lecture, class discussion, use of
audio-visual materials) and used some sor of videotaping experiencs to help
GTAs apply those techniques. Between one third and one half of the programs
incorporated microteaching, supervised classroom practice, the ability to
revise a presentation and try again, and a use of a teaching coach or mentor
who works individually with GTAs to help them improve. Fewer thari one third
of the programs deait with either educational theory or instructional
objectives.

In her ten-year study of GTA training programs nationwide (1976 to
1986), Parrett (1987) identified 36 training programs that were described in
the education research literature across all disciplines. The liberal
arts/social sciences (foreign languages, English, speech communication, and
sociology) and general science departments (chemistry, biology, and physics)
offered the most reported GTA training programs between 1976 and 1986. In
the liberal arts and social sciences, the focus appeared to be on training GTAs
to teach self-contained sections or to team-teach with faculty, most GTA
training in the general sciences focused on preparing GTAs to facilitate
laboratory sections of courses. Lengths and time frames for the training
programs varied widely, from two weeks prior to teaching plus thiee hours per
week during the first term of teaching to a two-hour workshop early in the
first term of teaching (p. 70). The largust percentage of programs (41.6%)
involved both a preservice workshop or orientation and inservice we kshops cr
courses during the first or later semesters of teaching. Only 19.4% of the
programs reported using only preservice workshops and 5.6% relied solely on
inservice or courses after teaching had begun. In terms of topics covered in the
training, Parrett identified 70 possible topic areas and the degree to whict:
they appeared in her sample. From these she distilled seven categories of
topics: 1) professionalism (e.9., role of the teacher, ethics, course rationale),
2) VA specifics (e.g., duties, problems, personality), 3) instructional aids (e.g.,
TA manuals and handbooks, research articles, books on teaching), 4) learning
and students (e.g., learning styles, student behavior), 5) general education
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topics (e.g., writing behavioral objectives, grading, lecturing, philosophy of
education), 6) instructional strategies (e.g., lecture, fishbowl), and 7) practice
opportunities (e.g., practice grading, microteaching).

Training in speech communication seems less well-documented than in
other academic disciplines. In their 1983 survey of issues related to the basic
course ‘n speech communication, Gibson et al. (1985) asked ,™If you use
graduate assistants, do they receive any course instruction for their teaching?
Ninety-one respondents said that they did, but 41 respondents said that they
did not® (p. 289). This question alone does not provide much information about
the state-of-the-art of GTA instruction in speech communication but indicates
that the majority of schools do train their GTAS.

As reported earlier, the only comprehensive survey of GTA training in
speech communication was completed a decade ago by Kaufman-Everett and
Backlund (1981), and, unfortunately, the generalizability of that study was
reduced by a poor response rate. Although over 1200 questionnaires were
distributed to GTAS in thirty-nine states, only 28.3% of the original sample
responded, with no indication given in the article whether or not these
responses were distributed across a meaningful range of speech communication
orsgrams. Nevertheless, their findings tell us much about the breadth of GTA
training. in particular, Kautman-Everett and Backlund identified eleven GTA
training program content areas that were mentioned by a third or more of the
GTAs responding. In descending order of frequency, these topics were the
following: problems encountered while teaching, evaluation methods,
critiquing, course outline preparation, general philosophy of speech
communication education, writing objectives/goals, constructing syllabi,
let.turing, planning lessons/units, educational theory and learning models, and
experiential learning methods. Slightly less than two thirds of the GTA
respondents indicated that some type of training was available to them. GTAs
who indicated having primary or sole responsibility for their courses were
most likely to also indicate having had some type of GTA training. When asked
whether or not the GTAs in their departments "are...given adequate preparation
to teach at the college level® (p. 51), over half either disagreed (31.6%) or
strongly disagreed (18.6%) with that assessment, however.

The literature reviewed saems to indicate that, although the general
categories of knowledge, motivation, and skill identified by Rubin and Feeze!
(1986) seem to be comimon goals in many of the programs described, specific
units covered and formats used to cover that information differ widely. Most
important, it is difficult to claim to have an accurate picture of the
state-of-the-art of GTA training ove:all, or even in the field of speech
communication, for four reasons.

First, as can be seen in the literature cited, many articles describe only
one GTA training program in depth (see, for example, Altman, 1987; Barrus,
Armstrong, Renfrew, & Garrard, 1974; Carroll, 1977; Costin, 1968; Donahue,
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1980; Ervin, 1981; Fulwiler & Schiff, 1980; Garland, 1983; Golman, 1975:
Henke, 1987; Humphreys, 1987; Krockover, 1980; Manteuffell & Von Blum,
1879; McCurdy & Brooks, 1979; Pons, 1987; Rose, 1972; Russo, 1982 Siebring,
1972; Steizner, 1987; White, 1981; Wilson, 1976; Wright, 1987; Zimpher &
Yessayan, 1987). While program-specific information is useful, university
and/or department needs that underlie those programs may not be generalizable
or relevant to other disciplines and/or departments.

Second, the small amount of research that does exami:ie more than one
program: often focuses on a specific discipline such as foreign languages
(Azevedo, 1976, Berwald, 1976; Goepper & Knorre, 1980: Hagiwara, 1976, 1979:
Lalande & Strasser, 1987; Nerenz, Herron, & Knop, 1979; Schuitz, 1980) or the
natural sciences (Allen, 1976; Dykstra & Gelder, 1982; Renfrew & Moeller,
1978) or on a specific institution such as Syracuse University (Cashell, 1977),
the University of Houston (Bray & Howard, 1980) or the University of Arizona
(Fernandez, 1986). Whilo such information is interesting, the findings may or
may not generalize to other fields or institutions.

A third problem results from the research methodology. National studies
that attempt to sample actual GTAS in the field suter from sampling problems
common in survey research conducted by mail. Because of the difficulties
involved in locating GTAs and motivating them to respond, response rates for
these studies are generally below 35%. Diamond and Gray's study of GTA
training nationally (1987) and Kaufman-Everett and Backlund's study of GTA
training in speech communication (1981) both sutfer from this sort of
response-rate problem. Consequently, the generalizability of the research
suffers. Of the studies cited earlier in this paper, none provide sufficient
information about generalizability of the findings to make it possible to assess
the degree to which the results represent GTA training as a whole.

Finally, the naturg of graduete school and the role of the GTA has, no
doubt, evoived somewhat in the past 10 years. Although several
methodologically-sound, interesting articles appear in the research literature
(Carroll, 1980; Clark & McLean, 1979; Parrett, 1987), these articles deal
primarily with training in the 1970s. it is difficult to claim that the
state-of-the-art ten years ago still applies to 1989. Only one major study has
examined GTA training in the 80s (Diamond & Gray, 1987), and that study
focused on only the top eight Ph.D.-granting institutions in this country. No
attempt was made to separate out specific disciplines or to collect data from
the many programs that offer only Master's degrees.

Given the heavy reliance on GTA teaching in programs nationwide, a need
clearly exists to exr.mine the means by which GTAs in speech communication
and other disciplines are prepared to handle this considerable responsibility in
the decade since Carroll (1980) and others collected their data. To avoid the
problems just discussed, this examination should examine a broad range of
programs, across a broad range ol disciplines, in a way that will maximize the
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number of participants in the study. These tasks underlie the research
presented in this paper.

"

Method

During the 1986-87 academic year, a series of four questionnaires was
sent to schools and departments offering graduate programs nationwide. The
general goal for the study was to solicit information about GTA training from
all academic levels within graduate institutions, from graduate deans to
incoming GTAs, and to make comparisons both down the hierarchical ladder and
between speech communication and nonspeech graduate programs. In all, 4500
questionnaires were mailed, with a fifth phase of the survey yet to be
completed.
Ihe Sample

For this study, which focused on department chairs/heads, a purposiva
sample of graduate departments was selected. The first goal of the research
was to describe the state-of-the-art of graduate teaching assistant training in
this country across all disciplines, as perceived by department chairs/heads in
thase departments that train. To do so required a representative sample of
graduate degree-granting programs nationwide. To provide breadth for the
sample, all graduate degrees offered in the United States were identified from
the listing provided in Patarson's Guide to Graduate and Professional Programs
(Moore, 1986). Code numbers were assigned to each degres listed, for a total of
163 different degrees. For each institution listed, three academic areas
representing departments c4ering graduate degrees other than speech
communication were randomly selected from the advanced degrees listed.
Whenever two degrees were randomly selected from what would logically
appear to be the same department (i.e., secondary educatics and special
education), another degree was selected so that the resulting sample would
contain three academic departments from each school, not three advanced
degrees. Whenever a degree that would fall into a department of speech
communication was selected, a replacement degree was selected for that
institution. For schools with fewer than three departments offering advanced
degrees, the department(s) listed was(were) automatically selected for the
sample, with the exception of speech communication departments.

Because the resultant random sample contained a significant Jroportion of
esoteric departments that more than likely do not employ significant numbers
of GTAs (e.g., pastoral ministry, taxation, demography and population studies,
landscape architecture), there was concern that a strictly random sample could
result in large numbers of unusable departments. To create depth for the
sample, we identified a common “core” of departments from our review of the
literature which, in general, tended to maet three criteria: 1) they employ
significant numbers of GTAs, thus enhancing the probability that something
other than a one-on-one training program would be desirable: 2) they contain at
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least one or two programs among their ranks that have published articles on
their GTA training program(s), suggesting some concern in the discipline for
GTA training; and 3) they offer graduate degrees at one third or more of the

_Institutions surveyed. These departments were the following: English,

chemistry, biology, mathematics, soclology, psychology, physics, and foreign
languages. For each institution in the sample, one of the above core
departments was randomly added to the three departments selected earlier, for
a total of tetwaen one and four departments from each school.

Because a major goal of the research was to be able to compare speech
communication departments with the general sample of academic departments
nationwide, every department offering graduate teaching assistantships in
speech communication was selected, using the jcati
: iation Direct f Graduate P inthe C icative Art I
Sciences: 1986-87 (Hall, 1985). In all, 127 departments comprised this
population.

Selection designators were included in the identification numbers so that
it would be possible to reconstruct any or all of the three subsamples at a l.'er
date. Postage-paid, return address envelopes were included with the
questionnaires to enhance the response rate. In all, 1112 questionnaires were
mailed to department chairs/heads. Of these, 470 questionnaires were
returned and an additional 167 schools sent letters indicating that they do not
employ GTAs, for a response rate of 57.3%. Of these responses, 339 of the
selected departments indicated that they employ graduate students who teach.
Of the 127 speech communication departments surveyed, 93 returned
questionnaires, for a speech communication response rate of 73.2%. Of those,
24 indicated that they no longer employed GTAs. Those departments which did
not offer teaching assistantships were dropped from the subsequent analyses.

In all, 69 speech communication departments and 270 other academic
departments made up the final sample for this study. Despite the selective
addition of the eight denartments listed earlier, only four departments other
than speech were proporiionately overrepresented in the final samplea:
English, biology, chemistry, and mathematics.

Procedure

Questionnaires were mailed to department chairs/heads during Winter
Semester, 1987. The forty-six-item questionnaire contained both open- and
closed-ended questions and dealt with eight major GTA training issues: 1)
departmental demographics; 2) GTA selection; 3) GTA teaching responsibility;
4) nature of the training program; 5) methods of evaluating training and
teaching; 6) GTA supervision; 7) chairs/heads' perceptions about training and
teaching; and 8) problems that interfere with training. Respondents were also
asked to send TA Handbooks, training course syllabi, evaluation forms, and
other related materials so that we could assess programs in a mora qualitative
fashion at a later date. Over 100 departments included such materialS.
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Results

This paper deals with two types of comparisons: 1) between departments
of speech communication and nonspeech departments and 2) between
departments that train their GTAs and departments that employ GTAs but do
not train them prior to their first teaching experience. The first section of
this paper provides a genera' description of the speech communication
departments in the sample. The second section, which includes the tables,
compares speech departments that train their GTAs with nonspeech
departments that train. The third section compares speech departments that
train with speech departments that do not train their GTAs, and the fourth and
final section compares nonspeech departments that train with nonspeech
departments that do not train.

Speech Communication Departments

Sixty-nine departments were departments of speech communication or
umbrella departments containing speech communication that employed GTAs.
These dapartments ranged in size from 4 full time, tenure-track faculty (1.4%
of the speech communication group) to 32 (also 1.4%). The mean number of
full-time faculty was 14.1; the mode was 18. Half of the departments in the
sample reported employing 14 or fewar faculty members.

In terms of size of the GTA population in each department, the range of
positions was from 1 GTA (2.9%) to 66 (1.4%). The mean number of GTA
positions was 13.9 and the mode was 5, making the population of GTAs roughly
equal to that of full-time, tenure-track faculty in these departments. Dividing
the data roughly into thirds, about one third of the departments reported having
fewer than 7 GTAs, another third employed between 7 and 14, and the final
third employed cver 14 GTAs at the time the data were collected. Of these
GTAs, the majority were students working on a Master's degree. The mean
number of GTAs working on Ph.D.s or other doctoral degrees was 4.9; the mean
number of GTAs working on Master's degrees was 9.3. Only five departments
(5.8%) reported hiring GTAs from othar departments to teach their courses.

Just over 20 percent of the depariments responding indicated that GTAs
contribute none of the student credit hours generated by the department,
suggesting that these GTAs probably ieam-teach courses or oversee
lab/discussion sections of a mass-lecture course. Over 10 percent reported
that GTA sections account for more than half of the student credit hours in the
department. The mean percentage for student credit hour generation by GTAs
was 22.7%, with the range being from 0% to 35%.

In terms of teaching experience, over half of the speech communication
departments (52.2%) indicated that their GTAs had had no prior teaching
experience. An additional 30 percent indicated that they had hired between one
and six experienced individuals; the remaining 18 percent indicaied that

14




A comparison of GTA Iraining...
14

between 7 and 32 of their GTAs had had teaching experience prior to being hired
as a GTA in that department. When asked how many of the GTAs currently
employed had taught in the department for at least one year, nearly

three-fourths of the departments indicated that at least some of their GTAs

had been employed for over one year (72.5%).

In terms of course size, GTA-taught sections ranged from 7 students to
700 students. The mean course size was 61.5 (which is an exaggerated value
due to the inclusion of mass-lecture sections) and the modal size was 25
students, with exactly one-third of the departments responding indicating that
their GTA sections were taught with 25 students. Nearly half (47.8%) of
GTA-taught courses were described as self-contained, autonomous sections
that follow a common, standardized course syllabus. Another 20 percent were
self-contained, autonomous sections that do not use a standardized syllabus.
Nineteen percent of the courses taught invcived GTA facilitation of lab
sections to supplement a faculty-taught mass lecture, wtich fits with the
large number of GTAs who were not responsible for student credit hour
generation discussed earlier. Over one-fourth (27.5%) of the departments
surveyed indicated that four or more courses in the depa‘:. nent were taught by
GTAs.

Looking at selection criteria, the two most-commontly used methods for
selection were GPA (97.1%) and letters of recommendation (98.6%), followed by
GRE or other graduate-entry exam scores (60.9%), ability to meet general
requirements for graduate school entry (75.4%), and phone or personal
interviews (48.4%). Selection criteria least-used were successful completion
of a teaching course (18.8%), prior teaching experience (29.0%), and the
reputation of the schos! at which the students earned their undergraduate
degrees (37.7%).

When asked about the people who are in charge of hiring GTAs, 52.2% of
the departments responded that it is a committes decision. People cited as
likely to be involved in this decision were the director of graduate studias for
the department (43.5%), the department chair/head (53.6%), and the basic
course director (34.8%). Department-wide dacisions were made in 23.2% of the
departments included in this sample.

Looking at GTA training, 14 of the 69 speech depariments (20.3%)
indicated that they do not train GTAs prior to their first classroom teaching
experience. Of the 80 parcent who do train their GTAs, one fourth of them
reported that their training program has been in place six years or longer. One
department has been using its training program for 26 years and another has
had a program in place for 30 yoars.

As would be expected, there was considerable diversity in the length and
time frame of training programs for those departments that do train their
GTAs. The shortest training program involved a one-hour orientation session
held the day before the first day of classes; the longest involved two terms of
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training and one term of co-teaching prior to teaching alone. The
most-frequently reported approach to training involved a one-week or »horter
session prior to the stant of the term/ssmester accompanied by an ongoing
course during the first term (17.4%). Also frequently reported were a
one-week sassion before school started accompanied by periodic meetings
during the term (15.9%) andi a one-week or shorter session before the start of
school (13.0%). About four percent used a one-week or shorter session before
the beginning of school and a course during the first term (4.3%) or an ongoing
course during the first term (4.3%). Four schools (5.8%) reported using a
two-week session before the beginning of school accompanied by a course
during the first term of teaching.
One-fourth of the departments that do train their GTA3 indicated that no
one person is in charge of that training process. For those departments that did
specify one person, the person most likely to be given the responsibility,
according to these data, was the basic course director (45.4%). No other
person(s) came close.in terms of percentage, although a number of job titles
were given at least one citation each: department chair, director of graduate
studies, educatior coordinator, forens.<cs director, undergraduate coordinator, ;
assistant department chairperson, graduate committee, and the professor in !
charge of the course. !
In terms of academic rank, most of the people involved in the training
were either full professors (25.0%) or assistant professors (22.8%). Associate
professors accounted for 17.7%, instructors accounted for 8.2%, and lecturers
accounted for 8.6%. The remaining departments either i::Jicated no rank at all
or provided a description not easily converted into academic rank (i.e., lab
supervisor, senior GTA, newaest faculty member, person whose turn it is to do it
next, etc.).
About one third of the departments (32.7%) indicated that they do not
provide released or reassigned time for training responsibilities. Of the
two-thirds that do, 18 departments (56.8%) indicated that they provide one
course off per term or semester and four departments (10.8%) provide one
course off psr year. Other variations which received one or two mentions each:
two courses off per semester, one-third load reduction, one-half load
reduction, one course off plus summer stipend, four courses off plus summer
stipend, full load reduction, and one credit hour per semester.
Of the departments that train, 88.9% indicated that training is mandatory.
For those departments that indicated that training is optional, the mean
estimate of the percentage of GTAs who participate on a voluntary basis was
50%.

mmmummmmmmmmna_m

Table 1 presents t-test comparisons betwean speech and nonspeech
departmen's that train GTAS for a variety of demographic variables. In general,
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the nonspeech departments appear to be larger. Nonspeech departments
indicated that they employ nearly twice as many tenured faculty, enroll
significantly more graduate students, and employ more Master's and three
times as many doctoral GTAs. They also have on their staff more GTAs who
have taught for one year or more in the department, although the ditference is
not statistically significant. No significant differences were reported for
percentage of credit hours generated, average course size, or length of time
training has been used.

Insert Table 1 about here

Not tabled is the list of possible variations of training programs. As
would be expected, there wes consklerably more variability in length and time
frame and in the titie of person(s) responsible for the training in reported in
nons peech departments, reflecting the broader range of disciplines in the
nonspeech sample. it is interesting to note, however, that training in the
speech discipline tends to be quite similar, with nearly all schools selecting a
workshop or training course prior to the baginning of the semester and
supplementing that material with regular training and/or staff meetings during
the academic year. According to these data, training in the nonspeech
departments varies widely, with 44 possible variations mentioned in all (e.g.,
one hour on the Sunday before classes begin, a staff meeting on the morning of
the first day of class, a six-week course during the semester before they
teach, an internship with a professor in the course they will eventually assist,
an education course outside of the depariment, a two-day retreat in the
mountains, viewing a ten-part videotape on teaching effectiveness on their
own, attendance at a department-wide inservice workshop, etc.).

No significant difference was found between speech and nonspeech
departments with regard to the amount of load credit provided for GTA training
responsibilities (Table 1). Again, the reported range of possible compensation
is broader for the nonspeech sample due to the diversity of departments
represented (l.e., from one credit hour per year to full load reduction plus
summer stipend).

When asked whether the GTA training provided ‘was mandatory or optional,
both groups indicated that this training is mandatory (spesch = 88.9%;
nonspeech = 94.6%), resulting in no significant difference between the two
groups. Where training is optional, estimates of how many GTAs actually
participate in a given department tend to be somewhat smaller in speech
departments {(mean = 50%) than in nonspeech departments (mean = 80%).

No significant difference was reported for whether or not GTAs face
limitations on their teaching, with most departments in each group indicating
that some sort of limitation is in effect. In the speech sample, the modal
response to this open-ended question was “freshman-level courses only.” In the
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nonspeech sample, the moda! "asponse was "undergraduate courses only."

Inéen Table 2 about here

Selection criteria appeared to differ between speech departments and the
other graduate programs surveyed, as indicated in Table 2. in particular,
speech department chairs/heads reported that thsy iend to rely mora heavily on
grade point average, recommendations, graduate school entry requirements, and
phone or personal interviews with candidates. Because the range for the scale
was 0 (no) to 2 (yes) for these items, the perfect scores for GPA and
recommendations mean that all 65 speech communication departments use
these selection criteria. Nonspeech programs appear to rely more heavily on
prior teaching experience, with about half of the schools indicating that this
criterion is important. No significant differences were found for use of GRE or
other graduate entry exam scores, completion of a teaching course, or the
reputation of the undergraduate school. Other criteria mentioned with about
equal frequency in both groups included the following: TOEFL score for foreign
students, maturity, performance in the graduate program, and the fact that
teaching is a requirement of the graduate program.

Looking at who selects GTAs (Table 3), speech departments tend to be
similar with the nonspeech departments in their reliance on committee
decisions, the director of graduate studies for the department, and the
department chair/head. Speech departments appeared to rely more heavily than
other departments on input from basic course directors and on the use of
department-wide input to make hiring decisions. For both groups, use of a
selection committee was the most commonly obtained response. The most
commonly mentioned "other" response for this question was that teaching is
required in some prograns,

Insert Table 3 about here

Insert Table 4 about here

Table 4 presents content areas covered in speech and nonspeech training
programs and activities or other experiences used to enhance that training.
Overall, the two groups are nearly identical. Three fourths or more of both
groups indicated covering the following content: classroom management,
building climate/rapport, grading/critiquing assignments, course policies and
procedures, and teaching strategies. Less than half of the departments
indicated that they deal with issues of time management. With regard to
activities, nonspeech departments tend to use more microteaching, though not
significantly so. Only faculty or other supervisor critiques of teaching
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appeared to be used by half or more of the departments in the sample.
Experiential activities were reported significantly more often for speech

training programs than for nonspeech, although this one difference could be
merely a statistical artifact of a .05 rejection level, given the large number of
comparisons tabled. "Other® responses included the following: sexismvracism,
safety, academic honesty, dealing with American students (for foreign GTAs),
needs assessments for students, and university and college policies.

Not tabled are the responses to two questions on the use of prepared
course materials. Speech and nonspeech departments seem to be similar in
their use of supplementary materials such as TA handbooks and teaching
manuals such as McKeachie's Taaching Tips (1986) for their training programs
(speech = 61.8%; nonspeech » 59.2%), but speech departments indicated
significantly higher usage of audiovisual materials and equipment for training
(speech = 50.9%; nonspeech = 39.4%, p. £ .05). Course materials sent along with
questionnaires from both , ‘oups included extensive training manuals, guides to
various university/college policies and procedures, evaluation forms, and
collections of articles on teaching.

insert Table 5 about here

Table 5 presents data for departments that indicated on the questionnaire
that they both train and supervige their GTAs. No department in either group
reported that they train but r'2 not supervise. Two types of supervision
variables are presented: 1) type of supervision and 2) activities that allow
departments to accomplish that supervision. In all, four significant
differences were identified. Speech department chairs/heads reported that
they are more likely to rely on a basic course director as supervisor and, when
an experienced GTA is given supervisory responsibilities, are more likely to
provide reassigned time to that GTA. Speech departments were also more
likely to require GTAS to take a course each semester that they teach and to
provide periodic "retreats” to discuss teaching issues. Staff meetings appeared
to be the most regularly-used supervision activity by both groups. Supervision
techniques receiving at least one "other” mention included the following:
visitations by faculty outside of the department, mentoring, supervision by the
instructor of the course, teaching committee supervision, and GTA peer
observations.

insert Table 6 about here

Table 6 presents comparisons between spoech and nonspeech departments
for training evaluation and teaching evaluation procedures. With regard to
training evaluation, both groups tend to relv heavily on student evaluations of
GTA teaching as indicators of training success. Speech department
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chairs/heads reported that they tend to rely less on faculty observations and on
GTA peer observations than do other depariments, which can be explained in
part by the heavy reliance of speech depariments on a basic course director
who hainuies training and supervision duties. Other training evaluation
techniques included the following: midterm student evaluations, videotaping of
GTA teaching, and use of the department "grapevine*® for feedback about
specific GTAs.

As for teaching evaluation, nonspeech depariments reported higher
reliance on faculty class visitations than did speech departments. The speech
departments were significantly more likely to consider basic course director
classroom visitations and comparisons of student performance on standardized
tests as measures of teaching ability. Other evaluation techniques mentioned
include the following: chair evaluates syllabi and other G'{A-prepared course
materials, papers graded by GTAs are periodically evaluated, and the chair
interviews students in the GTAS' classes.

Insert Table 7 about here

Department chairs were asked to evaluate their own and others’
satisfaction with training and teaching effectiveness in their departments, and
these data are presented in Table 7. On a 1 (not at all satistied) to 9
(completely satisfied) point scale, all training and teaching satisfaction item
means are at least 6.0 for both groups. In fact, modes for all of these variables
are either 6 or 7, suggesting generally positive attitudes toward both training
and teaching. Speech department chairs/heads tended to rate faculty
satisfaction with GTA teaching and GTA satisfaction with their own abilities
higher than did nonspeech department chairs/heads. As would be expected, both
groups indicated a strong preference for department-based training over
campus-wide training.

Data in Table 8 answer the question "what would you like to havs available
for GTA training?" No significant ditferences were identified, although speech
departments indicated slightly more interest in campus-wide training and in
free teaching materials for 3TAs. Only inservice workshops received a mention
in two thirds or more of the departments in the sample. items receiving one or
more mentions include the following: fulitime GTA coordinator in the
department, doctoral-level course on theory-building and curriculum design,
more released time to work one-on-one with GTASs, and invited professional
speakers. 1wo responses indicate strong interest in improving the situation
for GTAs: "every imaginable service shouid be provided” and "increase salaries
so that they feel like protessionals rather than slaves.®

insert Table 8 about here
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insert Table 9 about here

Table 9 presents a list of possible problems facing departments as they
trainn GTAS, although only the firs:, lack of financial support for training, was
sesn as a problem by half or more of the departments in the group.
Speech-department chairs were less likely to agree with the statement that
"GTAs view teaching as a way to earn money, not as a job commitment” than
chairs in nonspeech departments, although the significance of the difference is
questionable, given the number of comparisons tabled.

To examine the relationship between breadth of training actvity,
supervision, evaluation, and responsibility with perceived satistaction with
various aspects of departmental activity, a number of first-order, Pearson
product-moment correlations were computed. "Breadth” was operationalized as
number of diverse activities, which required creating additive indices. All
training items were combined to form an index of training breadth, all
evaluation items were combined to form an index of evaluation breadth, all
supervision items were combined to form an index of supervision breadth, and
all teaching evaluation items were combined to form an index of teaching
evaluation breadth. These indices were correlated with departmental
demographic variables and with chairs/heads’ perceptions of satisfaction with
teaching, perceptions about relative quality of GTA training, and perceived
problems with training. For these items, all departments that employ GTASs
were used in the analyses, not just departments that train their teaching
assistants. The results of these correlation analyses are reported in Table 10.

" Inseri Table 10 about here

Looking first at perception items, it appears that there is a very strong
relationship across the board between breadth of teaching, evaluation, and
supervisory activity and positive perceptions of teaching ability, at least as
far as chairs/heads are concerned. This relationship holds for both speech and
nonspeech departments equally well. The best predictor of chairs’ perceived
satisfaction with GTA teaching would appear to be the number of different
strategies employed to avaluate GTA teaching.

Correlations among teaching, supervisory and evaluation items and
perceived problems are much less clear. For nonspeech departments, there
appears to be ¢ relationship between the variety of ways in which GTAs are
trained and supervised and the perception that there is not enough financial
support from the institution for that effort. Certainly, the more activity that
takes place in a department, the more that activity is likely to strain
resources. This relationship does not hold for departments of speech
communication, however. In fact, it appears that in speech departments, high
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levels of training and supervision/evaluation aclivity are tied to perceptions
that faculty would prefer not to spend as much money on GiTA training. This
difference could be partially explained by the fact that much training and
supervision is handled by the department chairs/heads in the nonspeech sample
and by a basic course director in the speech sampe. Perhaps the chairstheads
need only answer to themselves for the money spent and, therefore, focus only
on the amount of funding, not on faculty perceptions. Since the basic course
director may have to seek support fraom the department as a whole, there may
be more opportunity for faculty to complain about the financial outlay in those
departments. Thus, money was an issue for both types of departments, but the
perception about who appears to be resistant to spending the money differs.
The only other consistent finding is the relationship between
chairs/heads’ perceived difficulty of the course content that GTAs are asked to
teach and levels of activity in nonspeech departments. Apparently, as
perceptions of course difficulty rise, so do levels of GTA training and
evaluation activity, at least in the nonspeech departments.

Comparisons between Speech Departments that Train and Do Not
Irain
For the purpose of this study, training was defined as some sort of

orientation or workshop or course designed to prepare GTAS prior to their first
day in the classroom. To compare departments that do and do not train their
GTAs, a series of crosstabulations were run using Chi Square nonparametric
statistical analyses. Goodman and Kruskal Tau values were computed using an
SPSS-X computer program to examine specific differences between groups.
Whenever possible, t-tests were computed between the two groups.

Speech departments that indicated that they train tend to te larger and
more dependent overall on GTA teaching. In particular, speech departments
that train tend to report signi‘icantly higher numbers of GTAs at the Master's
levels(10.2 ys, 6.2) and have generally larger graduate programs (46.3 ys, 41.0)
than those departments that indicated inat they do not train. GTAs in
departments that train tend to be responsible for a larger percentage of
student credit hour production (24.6% ys. 13.1%) and tend to teach larger
classes (66.2 students ys, 57.1 students). Although only small numbers of
departments indicated using GTAs as lab facilitators, tean teachers and/or
graders, the data suggest that the majority of those GTAs are employed in the
nontraining depariments. The modal type of responsibility for the training
groups was an autonomous class with standardized course material while the
modal type for the nortraining group was autonomous sections in which the
GTA creates his or her own course materiais. The differences were not
statistically significant, however.

Selection criteria also differed. Chairs/heads in speech departments with
training programs indicated that they rely significantly more on GPA (100%)
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and recommendations (100%) for hiring decisions, whereas chairs/heads in
departments that do not train relied more on prior teaching experience (p.
.05) and nonstandardized measures such as prior knowledge of the person's
skills, assessments of matuiity, and completion of candidacy or oral exams.

When asked about limitations on courses GTAs could teach in their .
departments, chair§/heads in both groups listed various limitations:
freshman-level only, no graduate level courses, fundamentals only, courses for
nonmajors only, etc. Comparing the number of "yes" and "no" answers to that
question, the difference was nonsignificant.

Significantly more of the supervision responsibility in the nontraining
group rested with department chairs/heads (p. < .001), whereas departments
that do train tended to indicate reliance on a basic course director. GTAs in
departments that do not train were no less likely to be required to attend staff
meetings, read daily printed sources of information, compete for teaching
awards, and/or attend inservice workshops and retreats than were GTAS in
departments that train prior to teaching. GTAs in the nontrain departments
were more likely to be observed by a faculty member and less likely to be
observed by a basic course director than GTAs in the train group (p. g .05) but
were otherwise evaluated using the same techniques used in the departments
that train.

When asked to assess the quality of GTA teaching, chairs/heads in both
types of departments expressed satisfaction (means in excess of 6.0 on a scale
of 1-9). Departments that train tended to view their preparation of GTAs more
favorably when compared to other departments at their institutions than did
chairs/heads in departments that do not train, but the difference was not
statistically significant. No differences were obtained for perceived problems
with preparing GTAs for classroom teaching.

DINDE DNS DeIWeen nonspaecn vepanmern
Irain

Comparisons between nonspeech departments that train and those that do
not train reveal many more differences. Again, training tended to occur in
departments with more tenure-track faculty (25.5 ys, 18.7; p. ¢ .05) and more
graduate students (74.1 yg, 66.5; p. £ .001), but not necessarily in departments
in which GTAs have more responsibility. Training departments offered mcre
assistantships (26.9 vs, 23.0; p. g .001) and relied more heavily on GTA student
credit hour production (19.8% vs, 10.4%; p. € .001). Departments that train
indicated that they hired mare of both Master's and doctoral graduate teaching
assistants (p. € .001 for both) and more GTAs from outside of the department
(p. ¢ .001). Those departments also indicated hiring more experienced tear.hers
(p. < .001) and more GTAs who have taught for more than one year in the
department (p. g .001). No significant differences were found with regard to
size of courses taught by GTAs or amount of GTA responsibility for those
courses. Both groups indicated very large mean sizes (98.8 for departments
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that train and 71.3 for those that do not) and significant responsibility (modal
groups were autonomous secticns and autonomous sections taught using a
standardized syllabus and course materials). Again, a wide range of possible
limitations on GTA teaching was provided (47 responses for the nonspeech
group), but there was no significant difference between depariments that
indicated that they train and those that indicated that they do not.

Departments that train tended to rely significantly more on GPA, letters
of recommendation, GRE or other entrance exams, and completion of a graduate
teaching course (p. < .05 for each) to evaluate potential GTAS. Those
departments also indicated that they were significantly more likely to rely on
committee hiring decisions when selecling GTAs (p. g .001).

Departments that train tended to rely on a faculty member or hbasic course
director for supervision activities (p. s .001) and waere significantiy :'.u 7
likely to require GTAS to take an inservice training course (p. < .\\™1), to attend
regularly-scheduled staff meetings (p. < .01), to attend inservicew«a-kshops (p.
< .001), and to participate in "retreats" about teaching {p. s .001).
Departments that train also indicated a significantly greater incidence of
offering teaching awards (p. < .001). Likewise, many more strategies for
evaluating teaching seemed t0 be utilized in departments that train, with the
nontrain departments tending to rely aimost exclusively on comparisons of
student evaluations with departmental means.

When asked to assess the quality of GTA teaching, chairs/heads in both
types of nonspeech departments expressed satisfaction (means in excess of
6.0), although chairs in departments that train tended to believe that the GTAs
were more satistied with their own teaching than did chairs/heads in the
nontrain departments (p. £ .05). Chairs/heads in the departments that train
were significantly more likely to perceive department-based training to be
desirable (p. g .001), but there was no difference in their perceptions about
campus-wide training, with neither group being particularly enthusiastic about
that option (means of about 4.0 on a 1-9 point scale). Chairs/heads in
departments that train evaluated their department's training ot GTAs as
slightly better than that of other departments in their institution and other
departments in their field nationwide, whereas chairs in the nontrain
departments rated their preparation as below other departments (p. < .001 for
both items).

Discussion

Itis clear that GTASs perform an integral role in basic courses in both
speech and nonspeech departments in universities and colleges in this country.
Empirical evidence supports the claim that speech communication basic
courses and, consequently, departments, are heavily dependent on the teaching
of GTAs.

Perhaps the most immediate and important finding of this study is in the
percentage of speech programs that provide some sort of departmental training
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for GTAs. With nearly half of the chairs/heads in the nonspaech sample
indicating that they do not train, it is encouraging to note the healthy
percentage of speech communication departments that do train GTAs prior to
their entering the classroom. Given the high reliance on GTAs for student
credit hour generation discussed earlier, it is critical that these people be
prepared for the very difficult task they face in the classroom. This fact is
amplified in importance by three reported outcomes of this study: 1) a large
proportion of the courses in speech communication are taught by GTAs as
autonomous sections (with or without a standardized syllabus); 2) many of
these GTAs are worku.g on Masters' rather than doctoral degrees and, thus, have
less experience in the field and, more tha-: likely, less experience in the
classroom; and 3) GTA teaching accounts for a very significant percentage of
the student credit hours generated at the colleges and universities surveyed.
Together, these statistics make a very strong case for the need to examine, and
quite likely improve, the quality of GTA teaching instruction. Clearly, speecn
departments are addressing this important concern in proportionately larger
numbers than the sample of nonspeech departments examined in this study.
Another interesting difference arises from the apparent disparity in the
ways in which departments make the decision whether or not to expend
resources on a training program prior to teaching. it would appear that the
decision to train or not train GTAs prior to their entering the classroom is
based on conscious decision-making in speech communication departments,
which is encouraging. For speech department chairs/heads that indicated that
their departments do not train GTAs before they are allowed to teach, the
avidence suggests that most hire already-experienced individuals for those
positions and some provide inservice training during the first term of teacl.ing.
In addition, whether or not training occurs, supervision appears o be rigorous
in both types of speech communication departments. In contrast, it is more
difficult to discern patterns in how nonspeech departments decide whether or
not to offer training. As in the speech departments, there seem to be strong
correlatians between numbers in the program, size of the program, and
responsibility of GTAs and training, but the fact that chairs/heads in nearly
half of the sample indicated that their departments do not train cannot be
ignored. In many cases, both training and supervision are missing, with no
indication that these deficiencies might be made up by recruitment of
experienced teachers to fill GTA slots. Nor is it clear that departments that
allow GTAs to handle autonomous sections train while those that employ GTAs
as graders do not, since the modal GTA responsibility in all groups was
autonomous sections of a course. Reliance on only one indicator of GTA
performance, student evaluations, rather than on the far broader range of
possibilities causes one to wonder whether or not nonspeech departments that
do not train are 1) aware of the many options available to them and/or 2)
concerned about the quality of teaching. Chairs/heads in departments that do
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not train ‘ended to view GTAs as less satisfied with thair own teaching but
were not themselves less satistied than were chairs/heads in depatments that
do train.

A third interesting finding is the heavier reliance on a perscn with a
"basic course director” title in speech departments than in other departments.
Apparently, much more of the training responsihility is either shared or rotated
among a number of people in nonspeech than in speech departments. Although
there was no significant difference in terms of the compensation received for
being the person in arge of GTA training, speech departments seemed more
likely to bestow a title on that person than is true of other departm~ ts. The
fact that the individual in charge had a title suggests somewhat more stability
in the speech programs surveyed than in the nonspeech departments in the
sample.

'so interesting is the bimodal reliance in speech departments on two ?

ranks of faculty to fill the all-important role of basic course director: full f
professors and assistant professors. This outcome could be the result of many
reasons, some positive, some negative. Of course, published empirical data do
not exist to support the following suppositions, but reams of qualitative
information have been derived from years of basic course director conferences
and conversations with others who hold that position that allow considerable
speculation about the causes for this outcorne.5

For one thing, of those individuals who become basic course directors as
assistant professors, many are called but few are self-selected. As two
speech communination basic course directors described in a paper titied "Oh, By
the Way....Could You Also Direct the Basic Course?" (Buerkel-Rothfuss & Covert,
1980), many basic course directors are placed in that position as an
afterthought, an "add-on" to a regular faculty load for which they may or may
not recaive some compensation. Many new assistant professors have no
intention of becoming a basic course director prior to accepting the job and
have no credentials that would prepare them for that task (Trank, 1985).
Relatively few people earn an advanced degree in communication education or
seek related experience with the intent of directing a basic course somewhere.
Nevertheless, a person who holds the title "basic course director” appears to be
an integral part of speech communication departments as a whole and
nonspeech departments that train GTAs. For people in departments that do not
recognize the multiple responsibilities of the job and the very direct impact
teaching in the basic course has on the health of the department as a whole,
being a basic course director may be neither a highly-valuable nor a coveted
position. Thus, the job may be passed along to the newest member of the
faculty or may be rotated among assistant professors in the department. As
the individuals begin their academic careers, they may pass the title along to
yet another new assistant professor.

The prevalence of full professors in the basic course director may result
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in several ways. Once in the position, some faculty members may continue in
that role for many years, eventually reaching the rank of full professor. These
basic course directors often write their own basic course text, devise a
standardized procedure for administering the basic course, and create a course
that runs smoothiy enough to allow them to function in that role for many

years. Full professors are rarely sought for the basic course director position,
however, at least not in departments of speech communication. A decade of
scanning the position descriptions in SPECTRA has shown that virtually all
basic course positions are posted at the assistant professor level, with

salaries to match. Some full professors may be assigned the role within a
given department, however, because they no longer publish or make similar
academic contributions. Thus, being a basic course director can be punishment
for "bad” behavior. Of course, the degree of generalizability of these
observations and whether or not they apply to disciplines outside of speech is
not known and ‘~vould be difficult to ascertain.

The bright spot in the analyses is certainly the fact that speech
communication departnients appear to be taking the task of training GTAs quite
seriously. With over 80% of the departments in the sample reporting that they
do some training, we can congratulate ourselves for going to the time and
effort to help these junior teachers accomplish the large task we have set for
them. Of course, the response rate for speech communication departments was
only about 75%, which creates some doubt as to the situation in the other
quarter of the population. It could be argued that depariments that do train
would be more likely to participate in a study assessing training. Perhaps this
sample over-represents those departments that do put time and money into GTA
training.

in addition, in all fairness to the general sample, it shovid be noted that
this survey dealt with departmiental training. Many prominent institutions such
as Stanford, Northwestern, Michigan State University and the University of
Washington (just to name a very few) have campus-wide training facilities
available to graduate students. Perhaps many of the departments in the
nonspeech sample reside on campuses where such training ie available. Future
research might address differences between the more personalized,
content-specific training that GTAs are likely to receive in their own
departments and the broader, more theoretical training they probably receive in
campus-wide programs. Additionally, such research should address whether
such non-content-specific training can meet the often specialized needs of
teachers in our field (oral criticism, extensive reliance on experiential
learning, etc.).

it should be notad, also, that the respondents for this survey were all
department chairs/heads. The very consistent finding that the onus of training
and supervision tends to fall to someone with the title of basic course director
calls attention to the need to collect data from these individuals who are "in
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the trenches” of GTA training. Furthermore, it should be remembered that this
study deals with perceptual data. Who better to ask about their perceptions
about GTA training than the GTAs themsaives, both those who have been trained
and who have begun teaching and those who have been hired but who have not
yet begun to teach? Future research from this project will assess GTA
perceptions and atiempt to compare them with others in the academic arena
such as department chairs/heads and basic course directors.

As a whole, speech departments appear to be leading the way in the area
of GTA teacher training. We should applaud our efforts and then redouble them.
Much of our undergraduate educational foundation rests on the ability of people
who have hacl no prior teaching experience and who have only recently left the
undergraduate classrooms themselves. Where will they learn to teach if not
from the faculty that work with them in their graduate teaching placements?

GTA training is an issue that directly affects the healith of the entire fiek of
speach communication at the university level.



A companson of GTA training...
28

References

Allen, R. D. (1976). Efteclive training for teaching assistants. Iha
American Biology Teacher, 38, 24-27.

Altman, H. B. (1987). TA training at the University of Louisville: Creating a
climate. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and

education of teaching assistants (pp. 174-176). Ohio State University,

Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Andrews, J. D. W. (Ed). (1985). Strangthening the teaching assistant facu'ty.
New Directions for Teaching and Learning, No. 22, San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Andrews, P. H. (1983). Creating a supportive ciimate for teacher growth: |
Developing graduate students as teachers. Communication Quarterly. ,
31(4), 259-265. .

Azevedo, M. M. (1976). Pre-service training for graduate teaching |
assistants. Modern Lanquage Journal, 69, 254-258. |

Bailey, J. G. (1987). TA handbooks: What should they include? In N. Van Note :
Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching
assistants (pp. 136-139). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center
for Teaching Excellence.

Barrus, J. L., Armstrong, T. R., Renfrew, M. M., & Garrard, V. G. (1974). How do

ldoit: Prepanng teaching assistants. Journal of College Science
Teaching, 3(5), 350-352.

Berwald, J. P. (1976). Training graduate assistants in foreign languages. In
A. Garfinkel and S. Hamilton (Eds.), Designs for foreian language teacher
education (pp. 73-86). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Bray, J. H., & Howard, G. S. (1980). Methodological considerations in the
evaluation of a teacher-training program. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 72(1), 62-70.

Buckenmaeyer, J. A. (1972). Preparing graduate assistants to teach.

Improving Colleae ard University Teachina, 20(2), 142-144.
Buerkel-Rothfuss, N. L., & Covert, A. (1980, February). QOh. by the way...can

you also diract the basic course? Paper presented at the meeting of the
Midwest Basic Course Directors' Conference, Lincoln, Nebraska.
Carroll, G. (1977). Assessing the effectiveness of a training program for
the university teaching assistants. Journal of Psycholoav, 4(3),
135-138.
Carroll, G. (1980). Effects of training programs for university teaching

assistants: A review of empirical research. The Journal of Higher
Education, §1(2), 167-183.

Cashell, J. G. (1977). Survey results for graduate assistants 1966-1972.

Unpublished rmanuscript, Syracuse University, Center for Instructional
Development, Syracuse, NY.

oo
g



A comparison of GTA training...

Clark, J. D., & McLean, K. (1979). Teacher training for teaching assistants.
Ihe American Biology Teacher, 41, 140-144, 187.

Costin, F. (1968). A graduate course in the teaching of psychology:
Description and evaluation. Ihe Journal of Higher Education, 19,
425-431.

Daly, J. A., & Korinek, J. T. (1980). Instructional communication theory and
research: An overview of classroom interaction. In Dan Nimmo (Ed.),
Communication Yearbook 4 (pp. 515-532). New Brunswick, N.J.:
Transaction Books.

Davey, K. B., & Marion, C. (1987). Evaluating TA development programs:
Problems, issues, strategies. In N. Van Note Chisin & S. B. Warner (Eds.),

' (pp. 118-125). Ohio
State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Davis, W. E. (1987). TA training: Professional development for future

faculty. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and
: i ' (pp. 129-131). Ohio State University,
Columbus, OH: Center lor Teaching Excellence.

DeBoer, K. B. (1979). Teacher preparation for graduate assistants.
Communication Education, 38, 328-331.

Diamond, R. M., & Gray, P. J. (1987). A natioral study of teaching assistants.
In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), '
teaching assistants (pp. 80-82). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH:
Center for Teaching Excellence.

DiDonato, R. (1983). TA training and supervision: A checklist for an
effective program. Association for the Departments of Foreign

in, 15(1), 34-36.

Donahue, F. E. {1980). A Texas model for TA training. Die Unterrichtspraxis.
For the Teaching of German, 13, 141-149.

Dykstra, D. 1., Jr., & Gelder, J. |. (1982). Cross-disciplinary course in
teaching for GTAs. Journal of College Science Teaching. 11, 347-350.

Eble, K. E. (1981). The craft of teaching: A quide to mastering the

. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Eble, K. (1987). Defending the indefensible. in N. Van Note Chism & S. B.
warner (Eds.), Empioyment and education of teaching assistanis (pp.
7-13). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teuching
Excellence.

Ervin, G. L. (1981). Atraining program for new TA's in Russian. Bussian

, 35(121-122), 27-33.

Ervin, G., & Muyskens, J. A. (1982). On training TAs: Do we know what they
want and need? Foreign Language Annals, 15(5), 335-344,

Feezel, J. D. (1974). Implications of speech communication research. InP.
J. Newcombe and R. R. Allen (Eds.), '

3du

29



A companson of G| A training...

speech communication (pp. 51-64). Skokie, llinois: National Textbook
Co

30

Fernandez, C. (1986). Iraining of graduale teaching assistants: Acase
study. Paper presented at the Regional Conference on University
Teaching, Las Cruces, NM.

Fraher, R. (1984). Learning a new art: Suggestions for beginning teachers.
In M. M. Gullete (Ed.), The art and craft of teaching, (pp. 116-127).
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Franck, M. R., & Samaniego, F. A. (1981). The supervision of teaching
assistants: A new use of videotape. Madarn Language Journal, 63,
273-280.

Fulwiler, T. E., & Schiff, P. M. (1980). MSU graduate students become MTU
writing teachers. |mproving College and University Teaching, 28(1), 7-9.

Garland, T. N. (1983). A training program for graduate teaching assistants:
The experiences of one department. Teaching Sociology, 10(4), 487-503.

Gibson, J. W., Hanna, M. S., & Huddleston, B. M. (1985). The basic speech
course at L. S. colleges and universities: V. Communication Education,
34(4), 281-291.

Goepper, J. B., & Knorre, M. (1980). Pre- and in-service training of graduate
teaching assistants. Madern Language Journal, 64, 446-450.

Golmon, M. E. (1975). A teaching seminar for graduate teaching assistants
in zoology. American Blology Teacher, 34(4), 231-233.

Hagiwara, M. P. (1976). The training of graduate teaching assistants: Past,
present, and future. Assoclation of Dapartments of Foreign Languages
B.ullﬂliﬂ. 1(3)' 7-12.

Hagiwara, M. P. (1979). :

' isi . New York: MLA

The Speech C cation Assooiation directory of

ofgzlo|\¥] sjgo. st ] eV

Materials Center.
Hall, R. N. (Ed.). (1985).

Annandale, A: Speech Communition Associatin. |
Hellstrom, W. (1984). Economics, elitism, and teacher apprentice programs.

ADE Bulletin, 77, 26-32.
Henderson, I. (1985). Training teaching assistants in the yeariong methods

course. ADFL Bulletin. 16(2), 49-52.

Hanke, J. (1987). Policies for graduate assistants in the English graduate
program at Youngstown State University. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B.
Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp.
234-238). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching
Excellence.

Hennessy, M. (1986). Theary betore practice in the training of writing
feachers. Paper presented at the meeting of the Conference on College
Composition and Communication, New Orleans, LA.

31



A comparison of GTA training...
3

Humphreys, W. L. (1987). The TA seminar and TA support services at the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner
(Eds.). Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp. 171-173).
Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Jackson, W. K. (1985). improved GTA delivered instruction. .College Student
m‘i 13: 288'293.

Jackson, W. K., & Simpson, R. D. (1983). A survey of graduate teuching
assistant instructional improvement programs. Collega Studant Journal,
17, 220-224.

Jaros, D. (1987). The teaching assistant and the universily. In N. Van Note
Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching
assistants (pp. 369-371). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center
for Teaching Excellence.

Jones, L. L., & Liu, C. F. (1980). What the TA needs, as determined from TA
requests. Journal of Chemical Education, 57, 356.

Jossem, E. L. (1987). TA pedagogical preparation: Should a general or
discipline-specific approach be used? In N. Van Note Chism & S. B.
Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp.
111-114). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching
Excellence.

Kaufman-Everett, I. N., & Backiund, P. M. (1981). A study of training
programs for graduate teaching assistants. Assogciatiop for
Communication Administration Bulletin, 38, 49-52.

Krockover, G. H. (1980). A model to improve science instruction by graduate
teaching assistants. School Science and Mathamatics, 80(4), 343-347.

Lalande, J. F. Il, & Strasssr, G. F. (1987). A survey of international teaching
assistants in foreign language departments. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B.
Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp.
251-262). Ohio State University, Cciumbus, OH: Center for Teaching
Excellence.

Lashbrook, V. J., & Wheeless, L. R. (1978). Instructional communication
theory and research: An overview of the relationship between learning
theory and instructional communication. in Brent D. Ruben (Ed.),
Communication Yearbook 2 (pp. 439-456). New Brunswick, N.J.:
Transaction Books.

LeBlanc, L. B. (1987). Training for language teachers: A model program.
College Teaching, 35, 19-21.

Lehr, F. (1983). ERIC/RCS Report: Teaching teachers to teach writing.
Enalish Education, 15(1), 53-57.

Loeher, L. L. (1987). Factors in locating a program within the university
organization. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and
education of teaching assistants (pp. 104-108). Ohio State University,

3z

e 2
v Ry L



7

A comparison ol GTA training...
32

Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellsnca.
Lynn, E. M. (1977). In-service teacher education in classroom

communication. Communication Education, 26, 1-12.
Manteuffell, M. A., & Von Blum, R. (1979). A model for training biology

teaching assistants. The American Biology Teacher, 41, 476-479, 491.
McCurdy, D. W., & Brooks, D. W. (1979). Project TEACH to teach teaching

assistants. Journal of College Science Teaching, 8(4), 233-234.
McGaghie, W. C., & Mathis, C. (1977). Preparing graduate students for
collegJ teaching: Rationale and methods. lmpraving College and

University Teaching. 25(4), 220-221, 224.
McKeachie, W. J. (1986). Teachina tips (8th ed.). Lexington, MA: D. C. Heath

and Company.

Minkel, C. W. (1987). The formulation of univarsity policy for graduate
assistantship administration. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.),
Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp. 35-37). Ohio State
University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Moore, T. C. (Ed.). (1986). Patarson's Guide 1o Graduate and Professional
Programs, Princeton, NJ: Peterson's Guides.

Nerenz, A. G., Herron, A. C., & Knop, C. K. (1979). The training of graduate
teaching assistants in foreign languages: A review of literature and
description of contemporary programs. Ihe French Raview, 52(6),
873-889.

Newcombe, P. J. & Allen, R. R. (Eds.). (1974). New horizons for teacher
adunaﬂnn_ln_sngmh_mmmunmn_ Skakie, lllinois: National Textbook

Nyqunst J. D., & Wulff, D. (1987). The, training of graduate teaching
assistants at the University of Washington. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B.
Warner (Eds.), Employment and education ot teaching assistants (pp.
144-154). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching
Excellence.

Parrett, J. L. (1987). A ten-year review of TA training programs: Trends,
patterns, and common practices. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner
(Eds.), Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp. 67-79).
Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Pons, C. R. (1987). A three-phase approach to TA training: The program for
associate instructors in French at Indiana University. In N. Van Note
Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching
assistants (pp. 239-243). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center
for Teaching Excellence.

Renfrew, M. M., & Moeller, T. (1978). The training of teaching assistants in
chemistry. Journal of Chemical Education, »b3(6), 386-388.

Rivers, W. M. (1983). Preparing college and university instructors for a
litetime of teaching: A

¥
1A
e
&
Lt T



A comparison of GTA training...

luxury or a necessity? Associalion of the Depariments of Foreign
Languages Bulletin, 15(2), 23-29.

Rose, C. (1972). An in-service program for teaching assistants. lmproving
College and University Teaching, 20(2), 100-102,

Rubin, R. B., & Feezel, J. D. (1986). Elements of teacher communication
competence. Communication Education, 35, 254-268.

Russo, G. M. (1982). Training for TAs. Extending Communication: Methods
for Teaching Modern Languages, 30(4), 171-174,

Schultz, R. A. (1980). TA training, supervision, and evaluation: A report of
a survey. Association of the Department of Foreign Languages Bulletin,
12(1), 1-8.

Scott, M. D., & Wheeless, L. R. (1977). Instructional communication theory
and research: An overview. In Brent D. Ruben (Eds.), Commu;lication
Yearbook 1 (pp. 495-512). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

Sharp, G. (1981). Acquisition of lecturing skills by university teaching
assistants: Some effects of interest, topic ralevance, and viewiny a
model videotape. American Educational Research Journal, 18, 491-502.

Siebring, B. R. (1972). A training program for teaching assistants.
Improving College and University Teaching, 20(4), 98-99.

Smith, A. B. (1972). A model program for training teaching assistants.
Improving College and University Teaching, 22(1), 198-200.

Spectra. Newsletter published monthly by The Speech Communication
Association.

Spooner, M. & O'Donnell, H. (1987). ERIC/RCS report: From cheap labor to
junior colleague: Training TAs in composition. English Education, 19(2),
122-126.

Staton-Spicer, A. Q., & Nyquist, J. L. (1979). Teaching effectiveness of
graduate teaching assistants. Communication Education, 28, 199-205.

Stelzner, S. L. (1987). Peer training in a teaching improvement program for
TAs. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and
education of teaching assistants (pp. 208-214). Ohio State University,
Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Stokely, L. (1987). Jutning specialists into professors: The preparation of

graduate students for college teaching. Paper presented at the meeting
of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Baltimore, MD.

Stice, J. E. (1984). A model! for teaching new teachers how to teach.
Engineering Education, 75, 83-87.

Taylor, S. (1987). The student instructor program at Brigham Young
University. In N. Van Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employmert and

edi:cation of teaching assistants (pp. 230-233). Ohio State University,
Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching Excellence.

Tirrell, M. K. (1985). Teaching assistanis as teachers and writers;
Developmental issues in TA training. Paper presented at the meeting of

34

33

LT
H ”»‘:.’r:- .



A comparison o GTA training ..

the Conlerence on College Camposition and Communication, Minneapolis,
MN

Trank, D. M. (1985). An overview of present approachas to the basic speech
communication course. Association for Communication Admipistration
B.Hﬂﬁllﬂ 52: 86'89

Trank, D. (1986). A professional development program for graduate
instructors in communication and composition. Paper presented at the

meeting of the Speech Communication Association, Chicago, |,
VanKleeck, A, & Daly, J. A. (1982). Instructional communication research

and theory: Communication development and instructional

comm: nication--An overview. In Michael Burgoon (Eds.), Communication

Yearbook 5 (pp. 685-715). New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books.

Van Note Chism, N., & Warner, S. B. (Eds.) (1987). Employment and education

of teaching assistants. Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for
Teaching Excellence.

Wankat, P. C., & Oreovicz, F. S. (1984). Teaching prospective faculty
members about teaching: A graduate engineering course. Engineering
Education, 75, 84-85.

White, E. J. (1981). Project TEACH supplemented. Journal of Chemical
Education, §8, 766-768.

Wilson, E. K. (1976). The Carolina course to launch socioiogy instructors:
Three features and some general reflections. Ieaching Sociology, 3(3),
249-264.

Wright, D. L. (1987). A seminar on college teaching. In N. Van Note Chism &

S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching assistants (pp.

177-179). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center for Teaching
Excellence.

Zimpher, N. L., & Yessayan, S. (1987) An overview of an orientation program
for graduate teaching associates at The Ohio State University. In N. Van

Note Chism & S. B. Warner (Eds.), Employment and education of teaching
assistants (pp. 160-166). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH: Center

for Teaching Excellence.

39

34

......



"-n_\,:\
p

RO
d

Y

5,
S 'l

A comparison of GTA lraining ..

Author Notes

Preparation of this paper was supported by a grant from The Faculty
Research and Creative Endeavors Committee at the institution of the authors.

Woe gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Gail Mason for input on early
questionnaire construction, Bill Huddleston for suggestions about selecting the
deans/chairs' sample, and William O. Dailey for comments on a dratt of this

manuscript.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

35

vt i vy n e



A comparnson ol GTA training ..
36

Footnotes

1These eight institutions were the following: University of Arizona, University
of California-Berkeley, University of California-Los Angeles, University of
tMichigan, University of lllinois-Champaign, University of North Carolina-Chapel
Hill, University of lowa, and University of Oregon.

2We say that these five departments were "overrepresented” because 17 or more
departments in each of thase fields were contained in the final sample (range 17
to 69). The largest number of any other department represented in the sample
was 5.

3Because of the overrepresentation of speech communication, English, biology,
mathematics, and chemistry departments in the final sample, some of the
preliminary analyses were run using weighted averages. Other analyses,
designed to assess systematic ditferences between the purposive sample and the
weighted sample of nonspeech departments revealed no significant ditferences.
Consequently, all results re, rted in this paper pertain to either 1) the

all-speech sample or 2) the nonspeech sample, containing all nonspeech
departments, without weights.

4 Because only 142 (53%) of the nonspeech departments indicated that they train
their GTAS, and because the focus of this research was on the nature ot GTA
training programs, comparisons between speech and nonspeech departments
were made using only depariments that do have a training program in place.
Schools that do not train their GTAs were eliminated from the analyses. In
addition, schools that do train but not prior to the first day of school (4.3% of

the speech sample and 5.6% of the nonspeech sampie) were eliminated for
analysis purposes.

SThe perceptions presanted here are based on attendance at the Midwest Basic
Course Directors' Conference for the past 10 y.ars.
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TABLE 1: Comperlson of Demogrephic Characteristics be'ween Spesch snd
Nonspeech Depsrtments thst train Graduste Tesching Assistants: t-lests ;

VARIABLE SPEECH  NONSPEECH Vslg
(ne55) (ne142)

Number of tenured facully 127 ' 265 -8.1°°
Number of grad students 463 74.2 28% i
Number of GTAs 14.7 26.5 3.2
Doctoral GTAs 52 14.9 3.0 ’
Master's GTAs 10.2 11.2 ‘0.5
GTAs from other depts. 0.1 11 1.6 i
GTAs with experience a6 52 1.2

GTAs who have taught for l
1 year or more in dept. 7.5 12.5 2,0° !
Percentage of credit hours :
generated by GTAS 24.9% 19.6% 15

Average course size 66.2 97.5 0.9

Length of time training

program has been used 6.2 years 6.9 years 0.7

Load credit (yes/no) 03 0.4 0.7

Training required (yes/no) 0.9 09 0.4

uop_ < .001

*p. g .01

‘p.g .05
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TABLE 2: Comparlsons Using Selection Criterls belween Speech and Nonspeech
Ospartments that Train GTAs: t-tests

e ¢ -~ BT

——— e e @ - o ey

VARIABLES (yew/no) SPEECH  NONSPEECH velg
GPA 20 18 2.6
Recommendations 20 18 2.2
GRE or other exam 13 1.2 0.6
Teaching couwrse 04 0.4 0.4
Grad school general req. 15 1.2 a1
Teaching experiance 05 08 1.2
Reputation of UG degree 0.7 0.7 0.0
Interviews 11 08 22°
3
***p. g .00 t
*p. g .01
‘p. 5 .05
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TABLE 3: Compartisons regarding who selects GTAs between
Speech and Nonaspeech Dspartments that Train: t4tests

VARIABLES (yes/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH Velg

Selaclion commitiee 1.2 1.2 0.1 '
Director of grad. studies 09 " 09 0.1
Depantment chairhead 1.0 09 0.7 £
Basic course director 0.7 04 20° :

Department-wide decision 0.5 0.2 29"

P 5 001
“p. g .01 v
‘p.s 05

§
}
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TABLE 4: Comparisons of Tralning Programs between Speech and
Nonspeech Departments that Train: t-teets

VARIABLE (yea/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH vsig
CONTENT AREAS

Classroom management 1.5774.6% 1.6/77.5% 04

Lesson plan development 1.260.0% 1.2/61.3% 02

Time management 0.9/47.3% 0.9/43.7% 0.5

Classroom climate/rapport 1.8/74.5% 1.5/77.5% 04

Grading/critiquing assgnmils. 1.0/89.1% 1.7/87.3% 0.3

Course policies/proceduses 1.7/83.6% 1.6/79.6% 0.8

Creating interest in content 1.0/62.7% 1.1/56.3% 05

Handling student/teacher

conliicls 1.4/68.1% 1.2/62.0% 09

Teaching strategies 14772 7% 1.5/77.5% -0.7

Wriling/grading exams 1.5/74.5% 13/64 1% 14
ACTIVIMES/EXPERIENCES USED IN TRAINING

Microteaching 0.6/30.9% 0.0/45.1% ‘1.8

Practice grading/critiquing 0.8/40.0% 0.9/43.0% 0.4

Group team-buikding 0.7734.5% 0.6/28.9% 08

Experiential activities 1.1/54 5% 0.8/38 7% 20°

Faculty/supervisor critiques

of GTA work 1.3/67.3% 1.3/64 8% 03

***p. g .001

*p. g .01

‘.5 .05
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TABLE 5: Comparisons of Supervision between Speech and Nonspeech
Departments that Trein end Supervise: t-tests

VARIABLES (yes/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH veig
(nu8S) (nn142)
NATURE OF THE SUPERVISION

Faculty member or BCD

sSupervises 1.6/88 2% 1.4771.8% 1.9

Facully member or BCD .

receives reassigned time 0.8/45 0% 0.8/39.4% 0.3

Experienced GTA supervises 0.4/19 6% 0.4/18.3% 0.0 -

Experienced GTA receives v

reassigned time 0.3/17 6% 0.1/7.0% 20 :
? .

Depariment chair supervises 0.1/5.9% 0.2/11.3% 1.2

Someone outside of the dept.

supervises GTA training 0.13.9% 0.0/2.1% 0.6 i
I

SUPERVISION ACTIVITIES |

GTAs take course sach

semesier thal they teach 0.6/31.3% 0.3/16.9% 1.9°

GTAs attend regular staft

meetings 1.1/60.8% 1.1754.2% 0.3

GTAs read daily printed

source of inlormation 0.2/9 8% 0.2/8.5% 0.1

Teaching awards 0.5/25.5% 0.5/26.1% -0.3

inservice workshopse 0.5/25.5% 0.6728.9% -0.7

Retreats 0313 7% 0.172.6% 22

g 001 _,

“p. g .01 1

‘p.g .08

!
]
!
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A comgarison of GTA training...

TABLE 8: Compsrisons of Training Evalustion Methods and Tesching
Evaiuation Methods belween Speech and Nonspeech Departments that
Train: t-tests

VARIABLES (yes/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH Velg
TRAINING EVALUATION

Evalugtion form completed

by GAs alter raining 0.7/36.4% 0.7733.8% 0.3

Tests over material 0.477.3% 0.1/4.9% 0.¢

Faculty observations of 1.0/40.1% 1.4/68.3% -2.5°

teaching

GTA peer observations 0.V14.5% 0.5/27/5% 1.9

Basic course director

observations in classroom 1.3/65.5% 1.1/54.0% 1.3

Academic performance of

students in GTA classes 0.6/30.9% 0.4721.1% 1.4

Student evaluations of GTAs 1.8/70.4% 1.4/70.4% 0.8
TEACHING EVALUATION

Faculty member makes class

visitations 0.6/31.3% 1.1/55.6% 3.4

B8CD makes visitations 1.8/76.4% 1.1/54.2% 22

Classes are videolaped 0.29.8% 0.177.0% 0.5

Student evaluations are

compared with Depl. means 1.7/83.1% 1.5/76.1% 0.0

Student performance on

slandardized tests are

compared across sections 0.4723.5% 0.2/7.7% 28

Evsluation takes place only

it there are complaints 0.1/5.0% 0.1/4.9% 0.2

No evaluation process 0.13.9% 0.177.0% 0.9

nop. < oo‘

**p. g .01

‘p.5 .05
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TABLE 7: Comparisons of Perceptions of Satisfaction with GTA Tralning
and GTA Teaching between Speech and Nonspeech Departments that
Traln: t-tests

SATISFACTION MEASURE SPEECH ~01" SPEECH Uslg
(1-9 point scale)

Chair's satisfaction with
GTA lraining program 86 6.2 08

Chair's perception of faculty
satisfaction with lraining 1.2 87 0S5

Chalir's perception of GTA
satisfaction with training 6.0 6.2 0.0

Chair's satlisfaction with the
quality of leaching in dept. 7.2 7.0 08

Chair's perception of faculty
setisfaction with GTA
teaching 7.4 6.8 23

Chair's perception 0i GTA
salisfaction with their own
leaching ability 69 70 0.0

Chair's perception of student
salisfaction with GTA
teaching 7.1 6.6 22

Chair's perception of the importance
of campus-wide lraining 46 43 0.6

Chair's petception of the imponance
of deparimental training 8.1 8.0 0.1

'"P- 3 001
..p" .o‘
‘p.g 0S

- Swin e s
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TABLE 8: Comparisons of Deslrabliity of Training Materizis/Options
between Speech and Nonspeech Departments that Train: t-1ests

TRAINING ITEM (ves/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH Usig
Campus-wide training 0.73/38.4% 0.55/27.5% 1.2
inservice workshops 1.31/85.5% 1.46773.2% 1.1
Resource cenier on campus 0.80/40.0% 0.83/41.5% 02
Frae teaching malerials 1.16/58.2% 0.90/45.1% 16
A-V materials on teaching 1.13/56.4% 0.84/47.2% 1
A-V materials on subject
10 substitute for lacture 0.62/30.9% 0.44/21.8% 13
***p. 5 001 **p.g .01 ‘p.s 05
TABLE 6: Comparisaons Regarding Problems that Make Training Ditticult
beiween Speech anu Nonspeech Departments that Train: \-teats
PROBLEM (yes/no) SPEECH NONSPEECH Vslg
Not enough money 1.09/54.5% 1.18/58.2% -0.8
Altitude that teaching improves
with experience, not training 0.33/18.4% 03918 7% -08
Lack of faculty who will take
responaibility for tralning 0.62/30.8% 0.89/44 4% 1.7
No way (o lire or otherwise
control GTA performance 0.11/5.5% 0.11/5.6% 00
Facully don't want to spend
money on lraining 0.20112.7% 0.15/7.7% 1.1
Lack of training materials 0.33/18.2% 0.30/14 8% 0.6
Priority on research 0.33/16.4% 0.4221 1% -08
GTAs view eaching as a
way to earn money, 0.26/12.7% 0.55/27 5% 22"
not as a job
Difficulty of course conteni 0.20/14.5% 0.16/7.7% 1.4
We have no problems 0.26/12.7% 0.13/6 3% 1.2
"'P- £ 'm‘ — -
*p.s .M
‘p.5 05

45




[ 4
4 :
1 4
&
A comparison of GTA training...
45
YABLE 10: Comparisons between Speech and Nonspeech Departments that Employ GTAs
(but do not necessarily trein) on Relstionships betwesn Breadth of Experience and
Cheirs/Mesds’ Perceptions: Firsl-Order Pearson Product-Moment Correlations
e .

ISSUE TRAINING TRAINING EVAL SUPERVISION TEACHING EVAL
Chair's perceptions ol...
.. quality of teaching RTTARK 18/.18% 20%.19°* AT*910
...faculty satisfaction 22°1.08 25°1.10° 32°°1.14°° A49°°°1.28°*
..GTA satisfaction 18719 13/.23°*° A9%.18° 46°°°1.25°*°
...studen! satislaction J36°*°/.168"* 35°*%.16"° 24°1.09 A0°°°1.26°**
Comparison with other 15133 18234 21°1.28°*° 22°1.25%**
depsriments in field
Comparison with other 27°1.40°°° 23°1.38°°* 23°1.32°*° A9%2.27°
depariments at school -
PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH GTA TRAINING/TEACHING g
Not enough money .03/.12° -.02.14° 047.22*° .01/.20%*
Attitude that teaching 077-13° 08/-04 0%-.00 20°7-01 M
improves with experience B
Lack of faculty who 1001 .071-01 04/-.08 06/.08
will take responsibility
Lack of conirol over -.06/..04 05/-.08 -.00/-.08 12,01
GTA psriormence
Faculty don't want to .09/-.10° .20*/-.08 23%..02 12.09
spend monay on lraining ‘
Lack of training 11/-01 .09/.02 17/.08 .22°1.10°
materiale
Priority on research, -.04/.00 -.06/.01 15/.02 .24°1.02
not lsaching
GTAs view leaching -.08.11° -.08/.00 -.08/.08 .07/.04
a8 a way 10 sarn
money, not as a job
Difficulty of course A.19° 012.20°** 12.08 .0%.10°
content
***p. g .001 o
*p. g .01
‘p.s 05




